ORIGINAL

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Matter of

CC Docket No. 92-237
Phases One and Two

Administration of the North
American Numbering Plan

"’ 6@%%}% o

JUN 50 1994
FE‘WRﬁL%'m b et

REPLY COMMENTS OF
SPRINT CORPORATION

Leon M. Kestenbaum
Jay C. Keithley
Norina T. Moy
1850 M St., N.W., Suite 1110
Washinagton, D.C. 20036
(202) 857~1030

June 30, 1994

No. of
sageereey (J17



it

Table of Contents

Summary L I I I LR NN A WY L I A S I N T T N S S

1. NANP STRUCTURE ISSUES ..... e e er s e et e
A. Open Versus Representative Membership ...

B. Centralization of CO Code Assignment ....

C. Choice of Sponsor and NANPA .............
I1. FUNDING MECHANISM ......... sreeace cteeananae
ITII. USE OF "1" AS UNIFORM TOLL INDICATOR .........
IV. INTERSTATE, INTRALATA 1+ CALLING ........c....
V. 4-DIGIT CIC TRANSITION PERIOD ....... Ce s s eaens

VI. CONCLUSION ......0ccivnncsacaass veesseseconnans

iii

11



iiid

Summary

In the instant reply comments, Sprint addresses five
issues. First, it demonstrates that proposals to have linm-
ited rather than open membership on the NANP policy
board/oversight committee are unworkable and potentially
biased; that ATIS can, at least for a trial period, be the
sponsor for the various NANP groups (the NANPA, the over-
sight committee, and the numbering forum); and that an inde-
pendent, non-governmental NANPA should be chosen.

Second, Sprint shows that the funding mechanisms pro-
posed by various parties based on "cost causation," future
use, or current use of NANP resources, are all deficient and
inferior to a funding mechanism based on the customer nmeas-
ures contained in the Budget Act of 1993.

Third, Sprint rebuts claims by certain LECs that a
nationwide uniform dialing plan which uses "1" as a toll
indicator is unnecessary.

Fourth, Sprint demonstrates why BOC claims that inter-
state intral.ATA toll presubscription should be linked to
their entry into the interLATA market are without merit and
should be dismissed.

Fifth, Sprint explains why the 18-month transition
period for conversion to 4-digit carrier identification
codes proposed by some BOCs is unreasonably short, and urges
the Commission to obtain additional information on subscrib-

ers’ perceptions about the meaning and length of dialing
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arrangements before making a decision about how long a tran-

sition period is needed.
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REPLY COMMENTS

Sprint Corporation ("Sprint"), on behalf of Sprint Commu-
nications Company, L.P., the Sprint LECs (the United and Cen-
tral Telephone Companies), and Sprint Cellular, hereby
respectfully submits its reply to comments on issues relating
to the administration of the North American Numbering Plan
(YNANP"), filed June 7, 1994. Sprint responds to five issues
raised by various commenting parties: the broad structure
(administrative, policy, industry forum and sponsorship) that
should be implemented to address NANP issues; the appropriate
funding mechanism; the use of "1" as a nationwide uniform toll
indicator; the alleged need to allow the BOCs into the inter-
LATA market if the interstate intralATA market is opened to
competition; and the appropriate length of the 4-digit CIC

transition period.

I. NANP Structure Issues

There is widespread agreement that NANP issues should be
conscolidated before a single organization; that the ministe-
rial and policy aspects of NANP administration should be sepa-~
rate; that the new NANP administrator (NANPA) should be a neu-

tral, non-governmental entity; and that decisions should be



made by the industry in an open fashion through the consensus
process.! However, there are several issues relating to the

numbering organization structure on which there is disagree-

ment:

e whether the policy board/oversight committee should be lim-
ited to a specified number of industry representatives;

+ whether the NANPA should assume responsibility for CO code
assignment;

+ who should sponsor the numbering organization and who
should serve as NANPA,

A. Open Versus Representative Membership

At least three parties -- Nynex, Bell Atlantic and OPAST-
CO -~ recommend that membership on a NANP policy
board/oversight committee (0OC) be limited rather than open to
all interested parties. Nynex suggests (pp. 6-7) that the OC
be composed of 10 LEC representatives, 5 IXC representatives,
2 wireless carrier representatives, and 1 CAP representative.
Both Bell Atlantic (p. 4) and OPASTCO (p. 3) also suggest that
the seats on the OC be limited and assigned to various indus-
try segments, but do not recommend specific allocations.

These proposals for representative membership should be
rejected. It is unlikely that individual service providers
would be willing in all cases to allow one of their competi-
tors to attempt to represent their interests. For example, a
service provider may have future business plans that are

lsee, e.g, Sprint, pp. 2-9; Ad Hoc, pp. 4~7; AirTouch,
pp. 2-3; AMTA, p. 4; APC, p. 2; Ameritech, pp. 2-5; AT&T, pp.
8-12; Bell Atlantic, p. 2; BellSouth, p. 2; CTIA, p. 4; GTE,
p. 4; McCaw, pp. 3-4; MCI, p. 4; NARUC, p. 4; NATA, pp. 2-3;
Pacific, p. 2; PCIA, pp. 3-4; SWB, pp. 3-6; Stentor, p. 3; US
West, pp. 2-6.



affected by NANP resource decisions, that the service provider
would not divulge to its OC representative; or, an issue which
is of deep concern to one company may be given short shrift by
its OC representative. Furthermore, it is not at all clear
that the industry segments proposed by Nynex are appropriate.
"Wireless" providers, for example, may include both cellular
and PCS carriers, which may well have conflicting interests.

Indeed, Nynex’s OC membership proposal can hardly be con-~
sidered "representative" of the telecommunications industry.
It offers no justification for its proposal that LECs as a
group hold more seats than all other industry segments com-
bined. By enabling LECs to dominate the oversight committee,
Nynex'’s proposal would potentially re-create many of the prob-
lems which a neutral NANP organization was intended to
counter.

B. Centralization of CO Code Assignment

Numerous parties urge that the new independent NANPA be
given responsibility for CO code assignment.? However, sev-
eral LECs oppose the centralization of this function and urge
that LECs continue to administer these codes, at least for the

immediate future.3

2see, e.g., Sprint, p. 5; Ad Hoc, pp. 6~7; Ameritech, pp.
4-5; AMTA, p. 6; APC, p. 2; GTE, p. 1l; McCaw, pp. 3-4; MCI,
p. 6; MFS, p. 4; OPASTCO, p. 4; PCIA, pp. 7-8; Teleport, pp.
3-5,

3see, e.g., Bell Atlantic, p. 2 (one year transition):
Bellcore, p. 6; Nynex, pp. 9-11; Pacific, pp. 6-7; SWB, pp.
10-13; Stentor, pp. 6-7; US West, pp. 9-11; USTA, pp. 9-11.



Sprint is not opposed to a phased transition of CO code
assignment responsibilities to the new NANPA, provided that
such transition is begun promptly and completed within a rea-
sonable time frame. Sprint agrees with various LECs which
warn that the CO code administrator must be sensitive to local
concerns and conditions, and aware of state and local regula-
tions. However, it is unreasonable to allow LECs to continue
to administer CO codes indefinitely. As MFS states (p. 4),
because LECs are CO code users themselves, and are actual or
potential competitors of other code users, allowing them to
continue to assign such codes indefinitely gives rise to seri-~
ous potential conflicts of interest.

C. Choice of Sponsor and NANPA

ATIS, NECA, and the FCC are each cited by various com-
menting parties as candidates to serve as the NANPA, or as
sponsor for the NANP organization (the oversight committee,
the NANPA, and the industry forum). Sprint continues to
believe that ATIS should serve at least on a trial basis as
the sponsor of the NANP organization, and that an independent
third party be chosen (through an RFP) to serve as NANPA.

Parties supporting ATIS* and NECA’ as potential sponsor
and/or the NANPA cite their experience in dealing with number-

ing issues, their roles in established industry fora, and

4gsee, e.g., Sprint, p. 3; ATIS, p. 1; BellSouth, p. 2:
Cincinnati Bell, p. 2; GTE, p. 4; MCI, pp. 7-8; Nynex, p. 8;
OPASTCO, pp. 2-4; Pacific, p. 2; Southwestern Bell, p. 6;
USTA, p. 6; US West, p. 2.

5see, e.g., AT&T, p. 13; NECA, pp. 14-16.



their administrative skills. NECA is a local exchange carrier
organization. Since that alone is enough to create the
appearance (and perhaps the reality) of conflict of interest,
an expanded role for NECA in NANP administration is inappro-
priate. ATIS is the preferred sponsor because of its diverse
(LEC and non-LEC) membership: however, because of its roots as
an exchange carrier organization, Sprint had suggested in its
comments (pp. 3-4) that ATIS’ sponsorship be limited in dura-
tion to provide the industry with an opportunity to assess how
well such sponsorship is working (see also, MCI, pp. 7-8 and
CTIA, p. 3). If the NANP policy board, the industry forum and
the NANPA are granted autonomy from ATIS, the possibility of
discriminatory behavior on ATIS’ part raised by various par-
ties® would seem to be minimized.

Allnet has suggested that the Commission should serve as
the NANPA and rely upon a notice and comment cycle rather than
industry fora proceedings to resolve numbering issues (p. 7).
While Sprint agrees that the Commission should be actively
involved in NANP issues (particularly in the policy arena),
there is no reason for the Commission to serve as NANPA or as
sponsor of the industry NANP groups (in terms of letting RFPs,
handling the logistics of industry meetings, etc.). The Com-
mission lacks the resources to take over these functions and
what resources it does have are better devoted to such tasks

as setting public policy, resolving disputes in the event of

6see, e.g., Ad Hoc, p. 4; AirTouch, p. 4: ALTS, p. 4;
MFS, p. 3.
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industry impasse,’ and reviewing and adopting (if appropriate)

industry-developed guidelines.

II. Funding Mechanism

Commenting parties generally agree that whatever mecha-
nism is adopted to fund Commission and industry NANP costs
should be applied to all telecommunications service providers
which use numbering resources, simple to implement, and com-
petitively neutral. Funding based on the customer measures
contained in the Budget Act of 1993 (presubscribed lines for
IXCs, access lines for LECs, number of subscribers for cellu-
lar carriers and CAPs, etc.) would meet all of these crite-
ria.® Other funding mechanisms, including fees based on "cost
causation," future uses, and current uses, have been proposed.
As discussed below, each of these funding mechanisms is defi-~
cient in some way.

Some LECs suggest that funding fees be related to cost
causation.” However, it is not at all clear that cost causa-
tion can be reasonably determined, since many (perhaps even

most) of the tasks associated with NANP administration benefit

7several parties (see, e.g., APCC, p. 3; McCaw, p. 8;
MCI, p. 10; and AT&T, pp. 11-12) suggest that a time limit be
set on industry efforts to resolve a numbering issue, and that
an issue be escalated from the industry forum to an
arbitration body (an independent arbiter, the oversight
committee or the Commission) once such time limit has elapsed.
Sprint does not object to imposition of time limits since such
limits may encourage prompt resolution and may be an effective
means of preventing stonewalling.

8see Sprint, pp. 9-10: Southwestern Bell, p. 10.

9see, e.g., Ameritech, pp. 3-4; GTE, p. 14; US West, p.



all parties. Whenever there is not a clear cost-causative
relationship (as is the case here), the potential for dis-
crimination in the allocation of costs exists. Thus, the saf-
est option would seem toc be to select a funding allocation
basis which is readily measurable and available, and not sub-
ject to manipulation.

Bell Atlantic suggests (pp. 5-6) that the funding plan be
n"forward looking"” and that there should be no fees associated
with numbering resources "that have already been assigned and
that are currently in use." This proposal would impose an
extremely harsh burden on new service providers, and gives
large existing users of numbering resources (such as the LECs)
an unreasohnable advantage.

Some parties propose that fees be based on an entity’s
current use of numbering resources.!” This proposal would
place the greater burden on existing service providers, and
thus is no more reasonable than the LEC proposals discussed
above which burden new service providers and new service
applications. In addition, it is unclear how these parties
would determine a "fair" value for the NANP resources used by

existing service providers.

10see, e.g., MFS, p. 6; Nextel, pp. 10-12; NARUC, p. 5
(allocation of costs should be based on factors such as the
proportion of the resource used, the scarcity of the numbers
involved, and the potential commercial value of any commercial
use).



III. Use of "1" As Uniform Toll Indicator

Most commenting parties support use of "1" as a nation-
wide uniform toll indicator, noting that such an indicator
minimizes customer confusion (callers are aware that they are
making a toll call for which toll charges apply, and would
know how to dial a toll call no matter what part of the coun-
try they are in); makes it simple to program CPE to restrict
toll calling; promotes intralLATA toll competition; and
increases the efficiency of the LEC network.!!

The only opposition to use of "1" as a toll indicator
comes from a few LECs.!? These LECs argue that local dialing
plans reflect local conditions and policies, and that there
will be some cost and confusion in converting to a uniform
dialing plan, However, they do not explain what special
circumstances may be present in their various jurisdictions
which would preclude use of "1" as a toll indicator, nor do
they attempt to weigh the cost and confusion of converting to
a nationwide dialing plan against the cost and confusion of
not having a nationwide dialing plan. Because the LEC allega-

tions of unigque local conditions and policies are completely

1lsee, e.g., Sprint, pp. 10-13; Ad Hoc, pp. 9-13; API,
pp. 2-4; AT&T, p. 6; Comptel, p. 4; MCI, p. 16; NARUC, p. 6
and Appendix A; NATA, p. 9; TCA, pp. 1-6.

125¢e, e.g., Ameritech, p. 6; Bell Atlantic, p. 6; GTE,
p. 14; Pacific, p. 9; and US West, p. 11.

GTE states that "1" cannot be used as a toll indicator
because with the advent of INPAs, "1" simply indicates that 10
digits (which may or may not signify a toll call) will follow.
However, this is the very issue to be decided here, and GTE’s
comments simply confirm that uniformity is desireable.
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unspecified, it is impossible to address their concerns or to
determine whether use of "1" as a uniform toll indicator would
in fact be contrary to state or local interests.

Pacific also argues (p. 10) that with number portability,
callers will be unable to determine whether a call is local or
toll. However, the "number portability” cited by Pacific is,
by its own admission, a future concept. If the Commission
adopts a nationwide uniform d@ialing plan, future dialing
arrangements can be developed in a manner consistent with Com-

mission policy.

IV. Interstate, IntralATA 1+ Calling

Several of the BOCs oppose implementation of interstate,
intralATA toll presubscription on the grounds that to force
then to take such action is somehow unfair when they are not
allowed to provide interstate interLATA toll service.’® As
Sprint explained in its comments (pp. 16-17), the MFJ’s prohi-
bition on BOC provision of interLATA toll services was based
on their bottleneck control over exchange access facilities -~
a bottleneck which still exists today and will persist for the
foreseeable future. There is no reason to link interstate
intralLATA toll presubscription to the lifting of the MFJ pro-
hibition.

US West argues {(pp. 20-23) that the current arrandements

for interstate intralATA toll are adequate, and that callers

135ee ameritech, pp. 9~11; Bell Atlantic, pp. 7-15;
Missouri PSC, p. 3: Nynex, pp. 18-19; Southwestern Bell, pp.
16-18.
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are not harmed, because US West charges rates which are
"often" lower than those charged by IXCs. Ameritech similarly
argues (p. 9) that the intralATA toll marketplace is
"currently competitive," and that "no stimulation by imposing
a new presubscription reguirement on this traffic is needed."
However, neither US West nor Ameritech acknowledges the bene-
fits of being allowed to strip 1+ intrallATA calls in their
respective jurisdictions; nor do they offer concrete evidence
(such as market share data) which would support their claims
that the intralATA toll market is already competitive. 1In any
event, if US West and Ameritech are confident that their rates
and service are attractive to interstate intralATA toll call-
ers in this purportedly fully competitive market, then they
should not fear competition by IXCs on an equal footing with
the BOC.

Bell Atlantic states (p. 15) that since IXCs would be
"the sole beneficiaries of presubscription," the Commission
would have to decide how IXCs "will pay for the costs they
incur to implement presubscription.” Sprint would note that
the Commission has already decided that the costs of convert-
ing to equal access are endogenous under price cap regulation,
and thus no explicit funding mechanism for these costs is

allowed.!* In any event, the equal access costs incurred by

l4policy and Rules Concerning Rates for Dominant
Carriers, 5 FCC Rcd 6786, 6808 (%180) (19%0). Of course, the
FCC has jurisdiction only over interstate costs; thus,
intrastate presubscription costs would be recovered in
accordance with state regulations. Sprint has advocated that
intrastate presubscription costs be allocated fairly among
parties which benefit from this policy.
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the LECs are likely to be minor, especially if, as Sprint has
recommended, interstate intralATA toll presubscription be
required at the same time as a state regulatory agency orders

1+ presubscription for intrastate intralATA toll calls.

V. 4-pPigit CIC Transition Period

Proposals as to an appropriate permissive dialing period
for conversion to 4~digit Feature Group D carrier identifica-
tion codes (CICs) range from 18 months (BellSouth, Nynex,
Pacific and Southwestern) to 12 years (APCC). Other parties
(AT&T, NATA, OPASTCO) agree that 6 years is the minimum tine
necessary to effect a smooth conversion. While it is clear
that a multi-year transition period is required, and that the
18-month period suggested by various of the BOCs is too short,
it is not vet clear how long a transition period is appropri-
ate and reasonable. Until some information on subscribers’
perceptions about the meaning and length of dialing arrange-
ments (an issue introduced at the Industry Numbering Commit-
tee) is available, any decision by the Commission as to the
appropriate permissive dialing period would be somewhat arbi-
trary. Sprint therefore recommends that the Commission defer
a decision on this issue until additional information is
placed in the record, and that in the interim, the Commission
require carriers to turn in their excess CICs and otherwise

cooperate with Bellcore’s CIC reclamation effort.
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VIi. Conclusion

For the reasons cited above, Sprint again urges the Com-
mission to (1) adopt the NANP numbering organization structure
suggested by Sprint in its initial comments; (2) require NANP
funding contributions on the same bases as are contained in
the Budget Act of 1993; (3) adopt a nationwide uniform dialing
plan which uses "1" as a toll indicator; (4) dismiss BOC
claims that interstate intralATA toll presubscription should
be linked to their entry into the interLATA market; and (5)
dismiss BOC proposals to implement an unreasonably short tran-
sition period for conversion to 4-digit carrier identification

codes.

Respectfully submitted,

SPRINT CORPORATION
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Norina T. Moy
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June 30, 1994
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